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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

This paper provides a systematic team-building training to fill a knowledge hole and a skills gap as
well as prepare college students for better employability and future career success. The teambuilding training follows the interpersonal approach and utilizes adventure learning in the form of
improvisational activities that can be used in a classroom setting. The team-building training
enhances student learning of teams and the team development process as well as develop
students’ teamwork skills. Data from a treatment group and a control group through pre- and
post-measures of student perceptions are presented to determine the team-building training’s
effectiveness. Correlations, t-tests, and simple linear regressions were conducted. The results
support the team-building training’s effectiveness as well as students’ beliefs of developing
teamwork skills and having positive attitudes about teamwork skills. Potential modifications for
the team-building training are presented. Limitations and future research directions of the study
are discussed.
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Teams started to be utilized in the workplace decades
ago (e.g. Sundstrom, 1999). There has been a current
movement with companies restructuring from
a hierarchical organizational structure to a flatter and
more team-based structure, resulting in a ‘network of
teams’ being commonly used in the workplace today
(Agarwal, Bersin, Lahiri, Schwartz, & Volini, 2018;
Bersin, McDowell, Rahnema, & van Durme, 2017;
McDowell, Agarwal, Miller, Okamoto, & Page, 2016;
Sundstrom, 1999). For decades, companies have pursued applicants that possess teamwork skills (e.g. Alie,
Beam, & Carey, 1998; National Association of Colleges
and Employers (NACE), 2016; Tarricone & Luca,
2002). Recently, the Job Outlook 2017 report by the
National Association of Colleges and Employers
(National Association of Colleges and Employers
(NACE, 2016)) found the top characteristic companies
desired when hiring new college graduates was teamwork skills (78%). Interpersonal and communication
skills were also ranked as highly desirable traits by
companies in the report, both of which are needed to
effectively work in a team (Tarricone & Luca, 2002).
Although companies value teams and teamwork
skills, they tend to claim new college graduates lack
teamwork skills (Thacker & Yost, 2002). Therefore, it
is necessary for faculty to prepare college students to
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work in teams for future career success by enhancing
student learning of teams and developing teamwork
skills in students. Some scholars argue it is the faculty
and business schools’ (through the curriculum) responsibility to incorporate a team-building training that
provides students with knowledge of teams and the
team development process as well as initiates students’
development of teamwork skills (Deeter-Schmelz,
Kennedy, & Ramsey, 2002; Knott & Kayes, 2012;
McKendall, 2000; Page & Donelan, 2003; Thacker &
Yost, 2002).
The main problem is students tend to be lectured
about team dynamics and the influences of team effectiveness and then the students are placed in a team to
complete a project instead of learning how to be a team
player and developing teamwork skills (Alie et al., 1998;
Bacon, Stewart, & Silver, 1999; Bolton, 1999; Ettington
& Camp, 2002; McKendall, 2000). Faculty can enhance
student learning about teams by providing a realistic
preparation, an understanding of the team development process and team member interactions or team
dynamics, and an appropriate development of teamwork skills (Alie et al., 1998; Deeter-Schmelz et al.,
2002; Knott & Kayes, 2012; McKendall, 2000).
Following multiple scholars’ suggestions and arguments
(e.g. Bacon et al., 1999; Baker, Saifuddin, & Stites-Doe,

Department of Decision Sciences & Management, Tennessee Technological University, College of

ORGANIZATION MANAGEMENT JOURNAL

2018; Barnes, Smith, & Constantine, 2012; Deeter-Schmelz
et al., 2002; Hansen, 2006; Knott & Kayes, 2012;
McKendall, 2000; Page & Donelan, 2003; Thacker & Yost,
2002), the purpose of this paper is to provide a systematic
team-building training to fill a knowledge hole and skills
gap as well as prepare college students for better employability and future career success. The team-building training follows the interpersonal approach (Beer, 1976) and
utilizes the adventure learning method in the form of
improvisational activities that can be used in a classroom
setting. The team-building training enhances student
learning of teams and the team development process as
well as develops students’ teamwork skills. Data from
a treatment group and a control group through pre- and
post-measures of student perceptions are presented to
determine the team-building training’s effectiveness.
Correlations, paired t-tests, independent samples t-tests,
and simple linear regression were conducted. The results
support the team-building training’s effectiveness for fostering the development and positive attitudes or beliefs of
teamwork skills based on student perceptions.

Literature review
A team-building training is usually assumed necessary
and beneficial for individuals to develop good teamwork skills and create an effective team (Bacon et al.,
1999; Ettington & Camp, 2002). Teamwork skills are
defined as social competencies that enhance an individual’s ability to cooperate and collaborate with other
team members to complete team tasks and goals.
A team is a group of individuals that influence each
other, work collectively and interdependently, and have
a shared responsibility to complete tasks, achieve
a common goal, or accomplish an organizational objective (Noe, 2017; Sundstrom, 1999).
There are several necessities for a team-building
training to be effective and increase cohesiveness and
collaboration among team members. First, spaced practice is needed by multiple activities being completed over
a time period. The longevity of the team-building training allows social interactions and self-disclosure (or
more personal interactions to overcome barriers
among team members) to occur for team members to
get acquainted and breakdown barriers for better team
progression and development of teamwork skills (Bacon
et al., 1999; Ettington & Camp, 2002; Fiechtner & Davis,
1984; Hansen, 2006). Second, active practice is required
for the development of intricate cognitive skills, such as
teamwork skills (Ettington & Camp, 2002; Hansen,
2006). Therefore, a team-building training should be
pragmatic with a hands-on approach rather than follow
the traditional lecture method (Bolton, 1999). Third, the
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activities in the team-building training need to be fun
and interesting for the team members to create a bond
with each other, develop teamwork skills, and have
greater intrinsic motivation and productivity
(Backhaus & Heiner, 2014; Kane, 2011). When these
necessities are absent then desirable team outcomes
may be lacking, such as effectiveness, cooperation, and
productivity (Tarricone & Luca, 2002).
Adventure learning is a team-building training
method that follows the interpersonal approach (Beer,
1976) and is based “on theory, practice, and research
with continuous development and refinement”
(Veletsianos & Kleanthous, 2009, p. 85). It provides
individuals with a collaborative learning environment
through structured experiential and/or authentic learning activities consisting of complex tasks with practical
relevance and usefulness (Doering, 2006; Noe, 2017).
The activities develop cooperation and collaboration
among team members as they involve the team members improving interpersonal relationships by learning
about each other and developing trust with one another
(Baker et al., 2018; Barnes et al., 2012; Noe, 2017).
Improvisational activities are a form of adventure
learning that require spontaneous responses and critical
thinking for completion.
Adventure learning has been argued to provide
learning opportunities that better reach current business students (e.g. Millennials and Generation Z) than
other teaching methods due to its nature and participation requirements (e.g. Barnes et al., 2012; Eisner,
2005). Additionally, Barnes et al. (2012) conducted
a study that involved business students engaging in
adventure learning for team-building purposes. Barnes
et al.’s (2012) study demonstrates adventure learning
helps college students learn about other team members,
discover how to be a better team member, and builds
trust and cohesion among team members. Therefore,
adventure learning is a suitable method for a teambuilding training with current business students.
The purpose of this paper is to provide a systematic
team-building training that follows the interpersonal
approach (Beer, 1976) and utilizes adventure learning in
the form of improvisational activities that can be used in
a classroom setting. The team-building training’s purpose
is to enhance student learning of teams and the team
development process as well as develop students’ teamwork skills. The team-building training addresses
a knowledge hole with college students and a skills gap
with new college graduates. First, the team-building training fills a knowledge hole argued by multiple scholars
regarding students learning about teams (e.g. Bacon
et al., 1999; Baker et al., 2018; Barnes et al., 2012; DeeterSchmelz et al., 2002; Hansen, 2006; Knott & Kayes, 2012;
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McKendall, 2000; Page & Donelan, 2003; Thacker & Yost,
2002) by requiring active participation and having longevity, resulting in students receiving a better understanding of teams, team dynamics and interactions, and the
team development process. Second, the team-building
training helps overcome a skills gap by having students
develop teamwork skills. This is essential since teamwork
skills was the top characteristic companies desired new
college graduates to possess (National Association of
Colleges and Employers (NACE), 2016) but companies
claim new college graduates lack teamwork skills
(Thacker & Yost, 2002). Thus, the team-building training
presented in this paper is needed to fill a knowledge hole
and skills gap as well as prepare college students for better
employability and future career success.

Management) were designed differently regarding student-student interactions. The treatment group had student-student interactions during the training activities
but none during the lectures. The control group had
interactive teaching where students engaged in discussions with each other and the faculty member during
lectures to make the course more dynamic. The control
group also had seventeen assignments, which were completed in pairs and concluded with a brief class discussion.
The participants in the control group generally completed
the assignments with the same partner throughout the
course. The design differences regarding student-student
interactions were used to help control for threats to validity and determine the team-building training more likely
caused the changes in the treatment group, which demonstrates the team-building training’s effectiveness.

Method
Sample

Treatment group procedures

Participants were students enrolled in a medium-sized,
four-year public university in the southern United
States. The treatment group consisted of five sections
of an undergraduate Training and Development course.
The control group included two sections of an undergraduate Human Resource Management course. The
Human Resource Management course was chosen as
the control group because it includes two textbook
chapters covering training and development and is
taught by the same faculty member. The treatment
group and control group included all students enrolled
in the course sections. Participants voluntarily partook
in the study and completed the pre-measure and postmeasure. There were no systematic differences in the
participants for the multiple sections of the treatment
group and control group. Therefore, the sections for
the treatment group and control group were combined
for analyses. The descriptive statistics for the treatment
group and control group are shown in Table 1.
Participants twenty-five years or older were categorized
as nontraditional students (e.g. Fritschner, 2000).

Measures
A pre-measure and post-measure in the form of surveys
were used to collect data (refer to Appendix A and B).
The measures were completed in-class and based on
student perceptions. The measures were paired through
anonymous codes created by the participants. The last
two sections of the treatment group received additional
items in the post-measure (items 12–18) to receive
a better understanding of the participants’ perceptions
regarding the development and beliefs of teamwork
skills. The three other sections of the treatment group
were unable to complete the additional items due to the
course being completed.

Group differences
The courses used for the treatment group (Training and
Development) and control group (Human Resource

First day
The students first completed the pre-measure. The
faculty member then explained to the students they
would be engaging in a team-building training
throughout the course and conclude the course with
a team project. The faculty member also articulated the
importance of the team-building training to the students based on employers’ seeking new college graduates with teamwork skills and companies restructuring
to utilize teams. The faculty member then elucidated
the team vision was for the students to be partnered
with every other student at least once to make a class

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for groups.
Gender

Treatment
Control

N
134
48

M
56
25

M = males, F = females.

F
78
23

Classification
Junior
41
30

Senior
93
18

Age
Average
22.36
22.10

Enrollment Reason
Range
20–47
20–37

Required course
74
29

Elective
course
60
19

Other Characteristics
Nontraditional students
13
5

International students
4
2
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team, attempt to remember every student’s name, and
have fun while also acting as a cheerleader for the other
students when performing the activities. Finally, the
faculty member offered five bonus points to students
that complete an activity with every other student.
Training
The team-building training followed Beer’s (1976) interpersonal approach and utilized the adventure learning
method in the form of improvisational activities, which
required spontaneous responses and critical thinking for
completion. There were fifteen team-building activities
modified from Gee and Gee and Gee (2011) exercises
(refer to Table 2). The team-building activities were
altered to better match the purpose of the team-building
training, which included creating a better understanding
of teams and the team development process, forming
a class team (and eventually student teams for the training
project), and developing students’ teamwork skills in
a classroom environment. The team-building training
was systematically designed and therefore, there was an
order for the activities to be completed. The order of the
activities helped bring students out of their comfort zone
over time. Fifteen team-building activities provided students an opportunity to partner with every other student
at least once since it is important to have multiple activities to provide the opportunity for the students to
become a cohesive team (Fiechtner & Davis, 1984).
A matrix was utilized and updated after every activity to
keep track of the partnering. The team-building activities
included role-playing, problem-solving, offering advice,
persuasion, non-verbal communication, and various creative games that involved self-disclosure (or more personal
interactions to overcome barriers among team members:
Hansen, 2006), such as giving imaginary gifts, silently
finding similarities together, jointly building a tower without speaking, and not saying “I” in a conversation.
The team-building training required students to
complete the activities collectively (e.g. in pairs,
trios, groups of six or eight, or as an entire class)
rather than individually. This allowed students to
experience the interpersonal approach (Beer, 1976)
through social interactions and enhance their teamwork skills (as well as interpersonal skills and communication skills). Additionally, the existence of
social loafers (e.g. students that exert minimal, if
any, effort to achieve a collective goal) and loner
members (e.g. students that do not enjoy working
with others or are not team players) was reduced
due to the collective design of the team-building
training and participation in the team-building training was part of the final grade (McKendall, 2000;
Strong & Anderson, 1990).
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The activities ranged from fifteen to forty-five minutes for completion. The faculty member’s role was
‘team coach’ or ‘team leader’ and to assist students in
gaining a better understanding of teams, managing the
team development process, and developing teamwork
skills. However, there were some instances when the
faculty member had to participate in the team-building
activities, such as when the activity required pairs and
there was an odd number of students. Since participation in the training accounted for part of the students’
grades, the students were motivated and willing to
complete the activities (which are requirements for
learning to occur).
Activities
The first activity was conducted on the second day of
class, with one activity being performed at every class
meeting (except on test days) until all activities were
completed. The activities were worth five points each
with three being dropped (which allowed students to
have three absences), which resulted in a worth of sixty
points (12% of the final grade). Students that missed at
least four team-building activities were not counted
against the other students to attain the five bonus
points since it was difficult to partner students with
someone who was not attending class often. However,
students that missed four or more team-building activities had to be paired with every student that had not
missed more than the allotted three activities to receive
the five bonus points.
At the beginning of each team-building activity, the
students were given five minutes to read the short
lecture corresponding with the activity and received
the activity sheet that lists the activity’s objective, time
length, level of risk, and skills expected to be enhanced
through participation (e.g. interpersonal skills, effective
communication, and/or building trust). The teambuilding activity’s instructions were then given to the
students. The students wrote down the names of the
other students they participated with on the activity
sheet, which allowed the faculty member to track and
ensure students were partnered with every student in
the class at least once. Once the activity was completed,
the students engaged in a five-minute debriefing to
demonstrate learning and understanding of the teambuilding activity’s purpose, which assisted in teamwork
skills development. The debriefing involved a series of
questions including the main question of how the
activity relates to team-building.
Assignment
All three types of group assignment (self-selection, random assignment, and teacher assignment) were utilized
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Table 2. Team-building activities.
Activity
1. Listen to
Understand, Not to
Respond
2. Building Rapport

●
●
●
●
●
●

3. Offering Support

●
●
●

4. Yes, and

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

5. Buzzwords,
acronyms, and
jargon
6. Diversity

Basic Description

What does this activity have to do with team-building?

Time: 19 minutes
3 rounds
3 different pairs
Time: 28–38 minutes
3 rounds
1 pair; combined to make a group of 4;
combined to make a group of 8
Time: 30 minutes
2 rounds
Whole group but only engaging with the
students sitting on both sides
Time: 28 minutes
6 rounds
6 different pairs
Time: 30–35 minutes
2 rounds
5–6 members in a group
Time: 30 minutes
1 round
5–6 members in a group

Involves team members having to listen to each other to accomplish the objective.

7. Advance Jointly

● Time: 15 minutes
● 1 round
● 3–4 members in a group

8. Persuade

●
●
●
●
●
●

9. Managing Change

●
●
●
11. Collaboration
●
●
●
12. Support
●
●
●
13. You Should, You ●
Could, You Would ●
●
10. Me, Me, Me
Syndrome

Time: 16–20 minutes
2 rounds
2 different pairs
Time: 19 minutes
3 rounds
1 pair; combined to make a group of 4;
combined to make a group of 8
Time: 15 minutes
1 round
3–4 members in a group
Time: 30 minutes
2 rounds
5–6 members in a group
Time: 20 minutes
2 rounds
6–8 members in a group
Time: 19 minutes
3 rounds
3 different pairs

14. Empathy and
Organizational
Awareness

● Time: 30 minutes
● 2 rounds
● Individual participation as one class group

15. Nonverbal
Communication

● Time: 20 minutes
● 5 rounds
● Individual participation as one class group

Involves identifying different similarities between team members even when the
similarities are not easily seen or identifiable.
Shows that offering support to team members allows for better and more open
communication; ensuring every team members’ needs, wants, ideas, questions, and
concerns are supported, understood, and/or validated.
Deals with effective communication, listening better, offering support, and
complimenting team members’ ideas even if guidance is needed to reach a better
solution.
Deals with effective communication by having people realize how easy it is to get
confused by verbiage and to avoid doing it with new team members.
Involves diversity and needing to respect all team members, see their positive
attributes, and look for opportunities in them; needing to learn about team
members’ cultures to better understand each other; listening more and judging
less.
Involves team members not always being able to communicate face-to-face but
still successfully work together and be productive using silent communication;
a team member’s role may only be a cheerleader for a project, but he/she
contributes by helping create an optimistic atmosphere to keep productivity going.
Shows sometimes must influence other team members to do things they normally
would not do or do not want to do, but they need to do it for the team to achieve
its goal.
Involves listening before responding; seeing the bigger picture or the story behind
the expected (or unexpected) change; taking a breath and then responding to the
team member.
Shows eliminating “I” helps focus more on the team; allows listeners to focus solely
on the conversation and message; facilitates the team in developing solutions to
challenges; offers supportive responses.
Mimics completing a team project under extreme deadlines, but still being
collaborative and supportive of each team members’ ideas.
Involves being collaborative and innovative with team members; helping team
members even when a person is out of his/her comfort zone.
Involves identifying the right words to collaborate or build better ideas off other
team members; helps to identify which words to avoid so an individual does not
appear demanding or commanding; helps with recognizing nonverbal language to
assist in better team work.
Shows that some team members have an equal, lower, or higher status than
others, but everyone should be treated the same; shows how team members
should have empathy and not form cliques; should be aware of the other team
members.
Involves team members watching their nonverbal communication and cues.

The activities are presented in order. Please contact the author for additional details and instructions.

(Bacon et al., 1999; Hansen, 2006). The self-selection
assignment involved students freely choosing their
partner(s) to complete the team-building activity. The
random assignment entailed students randomly being
partnered with other students to complete the teambuilding activity, such as picking a piece of paper and
partnering with the students with the same number.
The teacher assignment involved the faculty member
choosing students to work together to complete the
team-building activity.
The first nine activities were assigned mainly by selfselection with several being random assignment when
a small group was required. Self-selection provided

students the opportunity to work together through
a shared effort for every student to have the opportunity to receive the five bonus points (e.g. Backhaus &
Heiner, 2014). The teacher assignment started to be
used with the tenth activity to ensure students were
partnered with every other student at least once,
which was necessary to build a class team.
Concluding
Once the fifteen team-building activities were completed (around the eleventh week of the semester), the
students completed the post-measure. The faculty
member then explained the meaning of the team-
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building training to the students, which involved: (1)
learning about the team development process, which
required engaging in a team-building training, (2)
building a cohesive class team and developing teamwork skills, (3) demonstrating that training can be fun,
and (4) alleviating all pressures and stress when presenting the training project as a team. The faculty
member also provided the students with examples of
how they became a team through different interactions
that occurred in class (e.g. laughed while performing
the activities) and how they felt comfortable with the
other students through illustrations of different things
they said and did. Most students recognized at this time
they were a team. The students then attempted to name
the entire class. The students were given a seating chart
sheet to name the other students (either by first or last
name), but the students had to be silent and were
reassigned to different seats through a random process.
Training project
The students ended the course with a training project,
which allowed them to apply their teamwork skills to
a team project and demonstrate skill transfer. The students formed teams through self-selection and chose
one or two other students they believed they worked
well with together (Bacon et al., 1999; Ettington &
Camp, 2002), which was generally determined from
the team-building training. The training project was
a simulation involving the students training a skill or
knowledge to the other students and the faculty member. The team members took the role of “trainers,”
while the other students and the faculty member had
the role of “trainees.” The teams performed around
a twenty-minute training and completed training
paperwork that enabled another individual to present
the training precisely in the same manner (e.g. training
methods, lesson plan overview, seating arrangements,
and detailed lesson plan). The teams also created
a training evaluation (e.g. quiz) that the “trainees” (or
the other students) completed online through the
course management system between forty-eight and
ninety-six hours after the training presentation to replicate short-term transfer of training. The faculty member administered the training evaluation through the
course management system but did not complete it.
There was a team evaluation score and an individual
evaluation score as part of the training project, both of
which were worth ten points. The team evaluation
score was the average of the training evaluation scores
for the “trainees” that were present for the team’s
training and completed the training evaluation. The
individual evaluation score was the average of an individual student’s scores for the other teams’ training
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evaluations (a zero was given for an uncompleted training evaluation). An average of seven or higher had to be
reached for the team evaluation score and the individual evaluation score to receive the full ten points. The
training project was worth 120 points (24% of the final
grade). Therefore, the team-building training and training project was worth 36% of the final grade.
Since teams collectively performed a training program, the students tended to approach the training
project as an interdependent assignment rather than
engage in social loafing and/or specialization of labor
(or divide the project into multiple parts for individual
tasks). Additionally, the faculty member attempted to
discourage social loafing and specialization of labor in
several ways. First, the faculty member had one mandatory project day that allowed the teams to be
observed regarding the planning, designing, and developing of their training projects (Ettington & Camp,
2002; Fiechtner & Davis, 1984; Hansen, 2006;
McKendall, 2000). Second, the faculty member advised
the students not to engage in either act as it may result
in students not enhancing their understanding of
teams, demonstrating or applying their teamwork skills,
or obtaining the necessary skills to conduct a training
program (Strong & Anderson, 1990). Finally, social
loafing was reduced by having small team sizes and
making the training project relevant, meaningful, and
challenging (McKendall, 2000; Strong & Anderson,
1990), which also potentially decreased specialization
of labor.
Control group procedures
The control group completed the pre-measure and
post-measure the same day of the treatment group.
The control group was given the same pre-measure as
the treatment group; however, a shorter version of the
post-measure was administered to the control group to
eliminate the phrase “team-building” for clarification
purposes and remove items that pertain to the training
project (items 4, 6, 7, 19, and 20). At the time of the
post-measure, thirteen assignments had been completed by the control group in pairs (usually with the
same student).

Results
The team-building training’s effectiveness was analyzed
using student perceptions for the treatment group and
control group. The means, standard deviations, and correlations for the main variables on the pre-measure and
post-measure are shown in Table 3 (treatment group) and
4 (control group). Table 5 provides the means for the
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for treatment group.
M

S.D.

1

2

3

3.62
3.29
2.90

0.79
0.78
0.83

.24**
.16

.54**

-

4.25
4.17
3.90
3.70
3.96
3.73
3.70
3.98

0.75
0.74
0.80
0.86
0.77
0.82
0.82
0.84

.23**
.13
.02
.02
.08
.05
.07
.20

.10
.25**
.11
.12
.08
.05
.03
.01

.02
.19*
.10
.01
.17*
.15†
.12
.11

Variables
Pre-measure
Training is fun
Comfortableness with other students
Trust other students
Post-measure
Training is fun
Comfortableness with other students
Trust other students
Eliminate fears of public speaking
Level of support from other students
Trust other students will listen to training presentation
Trust other students will recall training content
Feel as part of a team with the other studentsa

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

.37**
.39**
.35**
.30**
.22**
.37**
.41**

.29**
.52**
.35**
.23**
.27**
.58**

.44**
.62**
.45**
.39**
.56**

.37**
.37**
.33**
.50**

.42**
.30**
.60**

.63**
.44**

.51**

Note. N = 134. Items were measured on a 5-point scale. Correlations of importance for simple linear regression are in boldface.
a
n = 48.
†
p < 0.10. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

additional variables that were not used in further analyses
for both the treatment group and control group. As shown
in Tables 3 and 4, all the main variables have significant
correlations for the treatment group, while there are no
significant correlations for the control group. Table 5
shows the treatment group has greater means than the
control group for the additional variables pertaining to
teamwork skills in the post-measure. Additionally, every
participant in the treatment group believed a team was

created; whereas, most of the participants in the control
group (77%) believed a social network was formed.
Paired t–tests
The three predictor variables included in the premeasure and post-measure were analyzed using paired
t-tests. The paired variables are training is fun, the level
of comfortable with the other students, and the level of

Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for control group.
Variables
Pre-measure
Training is fun
Comfortableness with other students
Trust other students
Post-measure
Training is fun
Comfortableness with other students
Trust other students
Eliminate fears of public speaking
Feel as part of a team with the other students

M

S.D.

1

3.38
3.69
3.15

0.84
0.83
0.99

.23
.09

3.77
3.90
3.29
2.33
2.04

0.83
0.83
0.80
1.02
0.54

.40**
.18
−.07
.12
.11

2

3

4

5

6

7

.29*

-

.02
.26†
.08
.05
.22

.30*
.28†
.35*
.08
.11

−.04
−.03
−.06
−.17

.43**
.12
.10

.17
.17

.28†

N = 48. Items were measured on a 5-point scale. Correlations of importance for simple linear regression are in boldface.
†
p < 0.10. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Table 5. Means for additional variables.
Variables
Feelings of engagement when performing activities with other students
Number of friends in the class
Number of acquaintances in the class
Believe could name half of the class
Believe could name everyone in the class
Believe could identify 5 students to work in a team well
Believe could identify 3 additional students to work in a team well
Believe team dynamics/behaviors steadily increased during the (team-building) activitiesa
Believe have developed or further enhanced teamwork skillsa
Believe the teamwork skills developed are transferablea
Believe the teamwork skills developed are valuablea
Believe will be an effective team player if placed on a team by a future employera
Believe
Believe
Believe
Believe

the
the
the
the

class
class
class
class

created
created
created
did not

a teama
a social networka
social inclusiona
create a team, a social network, or social inclusiona

N = 134 for treatment group. N = 48 for control group.
a
n = 48 for the treatment group.

Treatment

Control

M
3.55
1.17
3.05
2.25
1.50
3.49
3.36
4.17
4.38
4.25
4.50
4.56
Percentage

M
3.58
1.44
4.65
1.60
1.10
3.12
2.69
2.92
3.27
3.88
4.00
4.31
Percentage

100%
33.3%
14.6%
0%

10.4%
77.1%
16.7%
0%
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trust with the other students. The results are shown in
Table 6. As shown, all pairs are significant for the
treatment group; whereas, only training is fun is significant for the control group.

Independent samples t-tests
The main variables were analyzed from the postmeasure to determine whether there were statistical
differences between the means for the treatment
group and control group. Levene’s test determined the
equality of variances for each variable between the
groups. The results are shown in Table 7. As shown,
the means were higher for the treatment group than the
control group. Additionally, all variables have significantly different means. Therefore, the statistical difference in the means for each variable between the
treatment group and control group is a true difference.

Simple linear regressions
Simple linear regressions were conducted to determine
the three predictor variables’ influence on the other
main post-measure variables. Based on the correlation
tables, none of the correlations were significant for the
control group and therefore, further analyses were not
warranted. Therefore, regression analyses were only
conducted for the treatment group. The results are
provided in Table 8. As shown, all regressions are
significant for the treatment group.
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Discussion
The main contribution of this paper is to provide
instructors with a systematic team-building training
that can be utilized in a classroom setting to help
students gain a better understanding of teams and the
team development process as well as develop students’
teamwork skills. The multiple analyses demonstrate
support for the team-building training’s effectiveness
for fostering development of teamwork skills and positive beliefs towards teamwork skills based on student
perceptions. Also, the entire treatment group believed
a team was created; whereas, 77% of the control group
believed a social network was formed.
The semi-longitudinal nature of the team-building
training is another contribution. The team-building
training maximizes longevity by requiring students to
perform teamwork throughout an entire semester,
which allows them to gain more experiential learning
(Bacon et al., 1999). The longevity of the team-building
training allows students to internalize learning about
teams, possibly offering a lasting impact (and potentially increasing transfer of training). Additionally, the
teamwork skills developed in this training are basic and
therefore, they are transportable and may be applied to
different teams. Thus, the longevity and development of
basic teamwork skills may provide greater transfer of
training in that students may apply the knowledge
acquired and teamwork skills developed in other student team projects and their future career.
The significant finding of training is fun in the
paired t-test for the control group may be due to two

Table 6. Paired t-tests results.
Variables
Training is fun
Comfortableness with other students
Trust other students

Treatment

Control

t(133) = – 7.63, p < .001
t(133) = – 10.91, p < .001
t(133) = – 10.67, p < .001

t(47) = – 2.99, p = .004
t(47) = – 1.43, p = .159
t(47) = – 0.98, p = .332

N = 134 for treatment group. N = 48 for control group.

Table 7. Independent samples t-tests results.
Variables
Training is fun
Comfortableness with other students
Trust with other students
Eliminate fears of public speakinga
Believe could name half of the classa
Believe could name everyone in the classa
Believe could identify 5 students to work in a team well
Believe could identify 3 additional students to work in a team well
Feel as part of a team with the other studentsa,b
Believe team dynamics/behaviors steadily increased during the (team-building) activitiesb
Believe have developed or further enhanced teamwork skillsb
Believe the teamwork skills developed are transferableb
Believe the teamwork skills developed are valuableb
Believe will be an effective team player if placed on a team by a future employerb
N = 182.
Equal variances not assumed.
b
n = 96.
a

Results
t(180) = 3.71, p < .001
t(180) = 2.14, p = .034
t(180) = 4.53, p < .001
t(72.37) = 8.32, p < .001
t(110.88) = 6.04, p < .001
t(171.68) = 5.31, p < .001
t(180) = 3.28, p = .001
t(180) = 5.17, p < .001
t(80.67) = 13.44, p < .001
t(94) = 9.35, p < .001
t(94) = 7.09, p < .001
t(94) = 2.30, p = .024
t(94) = 3.36, p = .001
t(94) = 2.03, p = .045
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Table 8. Simple linear regression results.
Treatment Group
Independent Variable
Training is fun
Training is fun
Training is fun
Training is fun
Training is fun
Comfortableness with other
Comfortableness with other
Comfortableness with other
Comfortableness with other
Comfortableness with other
Trust with other students
Trust with other students
Trust with other students
Trust with other students
Trust with other students

students
students
students
students
students

Dependent Variable
Eliminate fears of public speaking
Level of support from other students
Trust other students will listen to training presentation
Trust other students will recall training content
Feel as part of a team with the other studentsa
Eliminate fears of public speaking
Level of support from other students
Trust other students will listen to training presentation
Trust other students will recall training content
Feel as part of a team with the other studentsa
Eliminate fears of public speaking
Level of support from other students
Trust other students will listen to training presentation
Trust other students will recall training content
Feel as part of a team with the other studentsa

b
.35
.30
.22
.37
.41
.52
.35
.23
.27
.58
.44
.62
.45
.39
.56

R
.12
.09
.05
.13
.17
.27
.10
.05
.07
.34
.19
.38
.21
.15
.32
2

F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,
F(1,

F-test
132) = 18.51
132) = 13.24
132) = 6.86
132) = 20.41
46) = 9.34
132) = 48.48
132) = 18.91
132) = 7.13
132) = 10.34
46) = 23.33
132) = 31.25
132) = 80.09
132) = 34.27
132) = 23.43
46) = 21.30

P-value
p < .001
p < .001
p = .01
p < .001
p = .004
p < .001
p < .001
p = .009
p = .002
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001

N = 134. Standardized beta coefficients are shown.
a
n = 48.

things. First, even though the control group did not
receive the team-building training, the interactive
teaching may have resulted in a fun and dynamic
learning environment. Second, the treatment group
and control group were taught by the same instructor
who utilizes the self-disclosure technique, which
involves the instructor being more familiar with the
students (e.g. learning the students’ names and actively
addressing them by name), resulting in a reduction of
the role distance between students and the instructor
and creating an enjoyable experience in the learning
environment (Fritschner, 2000).
Potential modifications
The team-building training may be modified to better
meet the needs of students, faculty members, and/or
business schools. First, the number of team-building
activities may be increased or decreased and/or the
team-building activities may be altered depending on
the class composition, class size, team member interactions, team dynamics, among other things. Second, the
order of the activities may be changed. However, it is
recommended only swapping an activity with one adjacent to it as the order is systematic and designed to
start out slow and increase in expectations of students
stepping out of their comfort zone. Third, peer evaluations may be used for students to rate each other’s
teamwork skills. However, peer evaluations were not
utilized in this study since there is debate about their
influence with creating student teams (Bacon et al.,
1999; Fiechtner & Davis, 1984). Fourth, the teambuilding training may be used to create larger team
sizes. The results support generalizing the teambuilding training for the creation of bigger teams
since the whole treatment group believed a team was
created and therefore, the students in the five different

sections believed they were involved in a class team.
Finally, the addition of a reflection paper may help
further student understanding of teams, the team development process, and teamwork skills developed as the
students explain how they may use the knowledge and
skills learned in other teams or future careers.
Limitations and future directions
There are several limitations to this study and potential
future research directions. First, a limitation is the data
being self-report. However, other data sources (e.g.
peers and the faculty member) are unlikely to provide
an accurate depiction of a student’s teamwork skills,
feelings regarding comfortableness and trust with the
other students, and beliefs about being part of a team
and teamwork skills. Therefore, self-report data was
necessary due to the nature of the questions in the premeasure and post-measure. A future research path may
involve using other sources to measure the students’
teamwork skills, such as peers (other students) and the
faculty member.
Another potential limitation is the existence of social
desirability bias since the data was self-report.
However, attempts to reduce social desirability bias
was taken by the faculty member informing the participants there were no correct answers and to complete
the pre-measure and post-measure honestly.
Anonymity was also provided to the participants
when completing the pre-measure and post-measure
by using codes created by the participants (Dodou &
de Winter, 2014; Joinson, 1999). Additionally, the control group produced different results than the treatment
group and therefore, it is improbable that the participants in the control group responded in a manner they
believed the faculty member wanted or made them
appear more favorable. Consequently, it is unlikely the
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treatment group responded in a more desirable manner
or in a way the participants believed the faculty member wanted since anonymity and the same statement
were provided to the treatment group as the control
group. Thus, social desirability bias is most likely not
a potential issue with the data. The inclusion of a social
desirability scale in the pre-measure and post-measure
is a future avenue. Additionally, utilizing a social desirability scale with certain treatment groups and control
groups and then comparing the results between the
groups who did and did not complete a social desirability scale is another future research direction.
Social loafing and specialization of labor occurring
are other potential limitations. As previously mentioned, social loafing was reduced since the team
sizes were small (consisted of two or three students)
and the team-building training and training project
was relevant, meaningful, and challenging (Ettington
& Camp, 2002; McKendall, 2000; Strong & Anderson,
1990). The team-building training was challenging
since the students had to collectively work together
to complete the activities, understand and express the
purpose of the team-building activities in the debriefing, and attempt to ensure all students received the
five bonus points. The training project was challenging
due to the responsibility of the teaching-learning process in that students were required to successfully
teach a knowledge or skill. Furthermore, specialization
of labor was reduced as the scope of the training
project required the teaching presentation task to be
completed collectively as it could not be effectively
completed by students working individually
(Ettington & Camp, 2002; Fiechtner & Davis, 1984;
Lyons, 1991). The team-building training was relevant
and worthwhile since students received a better understanding of teams and the team development process
and developed teamwork skills (McKendall, 2000).
The training project was meaningful as students
received a better understanding of training individuals
and the amount of effort that goes into training individuals by performing the training presentation
(McKendall, 2000). The training project also allowed
students to learn the process for conducting an effective training and developing the skills to successfully
train individuals, which may be useful in their career
(regardless of the field), resulting in the training project being worthwhile and relevant (McKendall, 2000).
Therefore, the possibility of social loafing and specialization of labor transpiring were slim.
A final future direction is a longitudinal study of the
students’ teamwork skills. A longitudinal study using
a course alumni survey to evaluate the students’ usage
of teamwork skills would be beneficial. The longitudinal
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study may investigate student perceptions (and possibly
other faculty members or supervisors’ perceptions) of
their teamwork skills in other situations (e.g. working in
teams in other courses and/or in their career) at oneyear, three-year, and/or five-year intervals. The survey
may also inquire whether teamwork skills contributed to
their academic success as well as the importance of
teamwork skills to the college graduates’ current position and career success, current usage of teamwork skills
and the extent of its usage in their current position, and
whether teamwork skills contribute to their current position and/or career success.
Note: If interested in utilizing the team-building training presented, please contact the author for a copy of the
team-building activities.
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Appendix A
Pre-Measure
Answer the following questions based on your current attitudes and emotions. Please use the
provided scales to rate all questions on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high). Please be as honest as
possible as the survey is completely confidential.
1. To what extent do you CURRENTLY believe training can be fun?
1
3
2
4
Low
Moderate

5
High

2. How would you CURRENTLY rate your level of comfortableness with the other students?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High

3. How would you CURRENTLY rate your level of trust with the other students?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High

4. How engaged do you NORMALLY feel when performing activities with other students?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High

5. Look around the room. Identify the number of other students you are familiar with or know
to some extent.
Friends = __________
(people I know well)

Acquaintances = __________
(people I have had few associations with)
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Appendix B
Post-Measure

Answer the following questions based on the team-building activities we did in class.
Please use the provided scales to rate all questions on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high). Please be as
honest as possible as the survey is completely anonymous.
1. To what extent do you NOW believe training can be fun?
1
3
2
4
Low
Moderate

5
High

2. How would you rate your CURRENT level of comfortableness with the other students?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
3. To what extent do you believe the team-building activities eliminated any fears of public
speaking (since some were rather silly and everyone participated)?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
4. To what extent do you feel that the team-building activities have increased your level of
support from the other students regarding presenting your project?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
5. To what extent do you believe the team-building activities have created trust between all of
the students?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
6. To what extent do you trust the other students will fully listen to your training presentation?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
7. To what extent do you trust the other students to properly recall your training content?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
8. Not considering the students you knew before the course started, do you think you could
identify 5 students that you would work well with in a team?
Maybe, with
No
Perhaps
Yes
additional activities
9. Do you think you could identify 3 additional students that you believe you would work well
with in a team?
No

Maybe, with
additional activities

Perhaps

10. Do you think you could name half of the class?
Maybe, with
No
additional activities
11. Do you think you could name everyone in the class?
Maybe, with
No
additional activities

Yes

Yes

Yes

12. To what extent do you feel you are part of a team with the other students?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
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13. To what extent do you believe the team dynamics or team behaviors (or interactions between
the students to create a team) steadily increased during the team-building activities?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
14. To what extent do you believe you have developed or further enhanced teamwork skills?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
15. To what extent do you believe the teamwork skills you developed are transferable (to another
team and/or to the workplace)?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
16. To what extent do you believe the teamwork skills you developed are valuable (to either
yourself or an employer)?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
17. To what extent do you believe you will be an effective team player if your future employer
were to place you on a team?
1
3
5
2
4
Low
Moderate
High
18. Which of the following do you believe the class created?
Social
Social
Team
Network
Inclusion
19. Which team-building activity was your favorite?
20. Which team-building activity did you like the least?

None
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